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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 108 and 1 12 are amended herein to claim "The computer program product" rather 
than "The method" to correct an antecedent error to agree with the parent claims from which 
claims 108 and 112 depend. The mistakes in claims 108 and 112 were made by error and 
without deceptive intent. Entry of the amendments is respectfully requested. 

In the detailed action of the Office Action dated 02/02/201 1, claims 100-123 are rejected 
under 35 U.S. C. 101 because the examiner asserts that the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. As suggested by the examiner, claims 100 and 107 are amended to 
claim "non-transitory". It is submitted that claims 100-123 as amended, are allowable under 35 
U.S.C. 101, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-5, 7-11, 13-17,21,76-80, 82-86- 88-92, 95, 100-104, 106-110, 112-116 and 119 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta et al. (hereafter Gupta) 
U.S. Publication No. 2002/0099777 Al, in view of Henderson et al. (hereafter Henderson) U.S. 
Patent No. 6,185,602 Bl, further in view of Manber et al. (hereafter Manber) U.S. Patent No. 
6,651,086 Bl, and further in view of Bolam et al. (hereafter Bolam) U.S. Patent No. 154,781. 
The rejection is respectfully traversed and reconsideration is requested. 

Claims 1 and 8 are directed to methods, claim 76 and 83 are directed to systems, and 
claims 100 and 107 are directed to computer program products. As discussed in earlier 
amendments, in Gupta, the collaborative email message is designed by the author (see paragraph 
[0055] lines 20-25 and [0056] lines 1-6). Independent claims 1, 8, 76, 83, 100 and 107 claim 
that the display of the message is under individual control of each computer system in the group of 
computer systems. This is supported at paragraph [0022] which states: "An objective of this 
system is to provide a form of event notification that is defined by one user and optionally 
controllable by the target user ... ." and "... the target user is given control of the location of the 
notification on the display device, ... ." Further, this is described at paragraph [0076] and shown 
at Fig. 28 which is a flowchart depicting receiving an unsolicited Alert message, and in Fig. 28, 
2807 create custom interactive GUI and 2809 display custom interactive GUI. Claims 8, 83 and 
107 claim that "the display of the message under individual control of the second computer 
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system" and "such that the display of the message at the second computer system is determined by 
the user of the second computer system". It is submitted that the collaborative email messages of 
Gupta are generated by the author (see [0054] - [0058]) and sent to each of the email servers 
associated with a recipient identified in the distribution list (see [0064]). In Gupta, the display of 
the collaborative email is not controlled as claimed , but rather additions are made to the 
collaborative email without the email itself being altered. For instance, "adding comments to the 
message, forwarding the message, copying the message to a folder, deleting the message, etc" (see 
[0093]) and "The recipient is able to enter whatever types of comments he or she would like, 
including text, drawings, tables, other insertable objects (see [0088]). As claimed, these controls 
are determined by the recipient by extracting attributes and message functionality, examples of 
which are set out in paragraphs [0099] of the present application. Attributes are set out in 
paragraph [00100] of the application and functionalities are set out in paragraph [00101] of the 
present application. As set out in paragraph [00 1 04] of the application, the application program at 
the user computer receiving the Alert message further comprises program code for preprocessing 
the message content before building the GUI according to the content of the message. 

The examiner refers to [0049], line 1-3 and [0077] line 1-9. As discussed above, the 
referenced paragraphs and lines disclose a "collaborative email message being created by a user" 
and "a collaborative email message received by a user". As discussed above, the claims claim 
"creating a message at a first computer system for display on a second computer system" What is 
claimed is creating a message at a first computer system for display on a second computer system 
and not a collaborative email message as disclosed in Gupta. 

All independent claims claim subscribing to messages from a first computer. Gupta is an 
electronic mail message system in which mail is sent from a first computer to a second computer. 
In Gupta, there is no showing, teaching or suggestion that the second computer systems 
subscribe to messages from the first computer. 

Henderson discloses a messaging system which uses the standard email subject line to 
control where a message gets delivered, when a message gets delivered and the appearance of a 
message when it gets delivered (see abstract, lines 1-3). The examiner references column 7 lines 
12-18 and 30-62 as showing an alert message and including instructing a desired period of time 
the alert message is to be displayed. However, Henderson does not show, teach or suggest that 
"each computer system in said group of computer systems subscribing to messages from said 
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first computer" as claimed in claims 1, 76 and 100, or "subscribing by said second computer 
system, to messages from said first computer system" as claimed in claims 8, 83 and 107. 

Manber discloses a system in which a user identifies or locates a story of topic by conducting 
a topic or keyword search and then joins a conversation by the conversation starter bringing the 
responding user into the conversation. In Manber, "The techniques of the present invention 
allow an individual who starts a conversation to maintain full control over who is able to join 
that conversation as well as how many are able to join at any one time " (see the abstract, lines 4- 
8). In the independent claims, a second computer system subscribes to messages from the first 
computer. The first computer does not invite the second computer system to join a conversation 
and does not know the identity of the second computer system. The message goes to all who 
subscribe to the channel over which the message is sent. The independent claims claim that the 
display of the message is under the individual control of the second computer system. Further, in 
Manber, a user conducts a topic of keyword search to find topics on interest, whereas in the 
independent claims, the second computer system or individual computers in a group of 
computers independently search the message using keywords to see message of specific interest 
rather than seeking to join a conversation as in Manber. The examiner cites Fig. 4 of Manber as 
showing subscribing to messages from the first computer system. However, "Fig. 4 illustrates a 
page including a list of conversations according to an embodiment of the present invention" (see 
column 3, lines 8-9 of Manber) and not subscribing to messages as claimed. 

Bolam discloses a broker network 2 which determines which published messages should be 
sent to which subscribers. "Subscribers are also allowed to provide filter expressions to the 
broker network in order to limit the messages which will be received on a particular stream" (see 
column 2, lines 14-30). Thus, in Bolam it is the broker which filters the messages in determining 
which messages are sent to the subscribers, whereas in the claims it is claimed, "filtering the 
message by a filter in each computer system is said group of computer systems". Thus in Bolam, 
the filtering is done by the broker network 2 of Fig. 1. In the claims, each computer system 
filters the message by a filter to determine which message is to be seen by the computer system 
and which messages are to be blocked. Thus, in Bolam, the subscriber must send "filter 
expressions to the broker network" and in Bolam it is disclosed a system "In order to allow the 
broker network 2 to determine which published messages should be sent to which subscribers . . . 
." In the claims, the same message is sent to all of the computer systems, and each computer 
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system filters the messages before the respective computer system sees the message. Such a 
method, system of computer program system is not shown, taught or suggested by Bolam. 

If Gupta, Manber, Henderson and Bolam were combined as suggested by the examiner, an 
email delivery system would result in which mail messages are addressed to users, and in which 
the users would search all mail and websites for topics on subjects which the user would like to 
join and in which the broker determines which message is sent to which subscribers, rather the 
claimed methods, systems and program products in which messages are sent to subscribing 
second computer systems, the second computer system filtering the message to see if it contained 
keywords of interest to the second computer system, and only displaying messages of specific 
interest to the second computer system and blocking all messages not containing the keywords, 
as claimed. It is submitted that claim 1, 8, 76, 83, 100 and 107, and all claims depended 
therefrom are allowable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta in view of Henderson, further in 
view of Manber, and further in view of Bolam, which allowance is respectfully respected. 

Claims 6, 12, 81, 87,105, and 1 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gupta, Henderson, Manber and Bolam as applied to claim 1 and 8. The rejection is 
respectfully traversed and reconsideration is requested. 

As explained above, Gupta, Henderson, Manber and Bolam, either alone or in combination, 
do not show, teach or suggest the claims. For instance, none of the cited references show 
filtering by each computer system in the group of computer systems before the respective 
computer system sees the message, as claimed. Allowance of claims 6, 12, 81, 87, 105 and 1 1 1 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta, Henderson, Manber and Bolam is respectfully requested. 

Claims 18, 93 and 117 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta, 
Henderson, Manber and Bolam as applied to 8 and further in view of Walker et al. (hereafter 
Walker), U.S. Patent No. 6,286,001 Bl. The rejection is respectfully traversed and 
reconsideration is requested. 

It is submitted that Gupta, Henderson, Manber, Bolam and Walker, either alone or in 
combination, do not show, teach or suggest the claims. For instance, none of the cited references 
show filtering by each computer system in the group of computer systems before the respective 
computer system sees the message, as claimed. Allowance of claims 18, 93 and 117 under 35 
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U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta, Henderson, Manber and Bolam further in view of Walker is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 19, 94 and 1 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta, 
Henderson, Manber, and Bolam as applied to claim 8 further in view of Microsoft Corporation 
(hereafter Microsoft), Internet explorer 4.0 Accessibility, October 1997. Claims 22-23, 96-97, 
and 120-121 are rejected under 35 U.S. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta, Henderson, 
Manber and Bolam as applied to claim 8, further in view of Nemovicher (hereafter Nemovicher) 
U.S. Publication No. 2002,0007453 Al. Claims 24-25, 98-99 and 122-123 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta, Henderson, Manber, and Bolam as applied to 
claim 8, further in view of McCormick et al. (hereafter McCormick), U.S. Patent No. 6,421,709 
Bl. The rejection is respectfully traversed and reconsideration is requested. 

It is submitted that Gupta, Henderson, Manber, Bolam and Microsoft or Nemovicher or 
McCormick, either alone or in combination, do not show, teach or suggest the claims. For 
instance, none of the cited references show filtering by each computer system in the group of 
computer systems before the respective computer system sees the message, as claimed. 
Allowance of claims 19, 94, 1 18 and claims 22-23, 96-97, 120-121, and claims 24-25, 98-99, 
122-123, and claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta, Henderson, Manber and Bolam further 
in view of Microsoft or Nemovicher or McCormick is respectfully requested. 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is now in condition for allowance, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

/Floyd A. Gonzalez/ 

BY: FLOYD A. GONZALEZ-Attorney 
Registration No. 26,732 
Phone: 845-433-7282 
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2H 



